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12.4 Special Interest Groups 
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12.4.1 FOR – Friends of the River, Ronald M. Stork (October 29, 2001) 
 

Response to Comment FOR-1 
 
 The Corps recognizes the support of Friends of the River for Alternative 3 of the flood 
control project and the river restoration projects. 
 

Response to Comment FOR-2 
 
 The environmental impact analysis disclosed in Chapter 7.0 of the Draft SPFR/EIS/EIR 
concluded that construction and operation of Alternative 3 would not result in substantial effects 
on resources within the American River Basin.  
 

Response to Comment FOR-3 
 

The Corps acknowledges the support for the environmental restoration alternatives 
evaluated in the Draft SPFR/EIS/EIR. 
 

Response to Comment FOR-4 
 

The Corps acknowledges the support for forecast-based flood control operations at 
Folsom Reservoir.  
 

Response to Comment FOR-5 
 
 The Friends of the River support for a local sponsor recommendation of a subset of the 
restoration projects included in this report is noted.  The SAFCA has indicated the agency’s 
intent to cost share in the implementation of 3 of the 5 alternatives included in the recommended 
NER Plan.  These alternatives include the Bushy Lake, Woodlake, and automation of the Folsom 
Dam temperature control shutters. 
 

Response to Comment FOR-6 
 
 The implementation of ecosystem restoration plans is dependent upon a non-Federal 
sponsor’s willingness to cost share in the planning and implementation, as well as be responsible 
for operation and maintenance.  Currently, the potential non-Federal sponsor has indicated a 
willingness to only participate in the Bushy Lake, Woodlake, and automation of the Folsom Dam 
temperature control shutters restoration plans.  We will continue coordination with affected 
agencies and include all restoration features that meet our guidelines. 
 
 Please see Response to Comment PH-25. 
 

Response to Comment FOR-7 
 
 Comment noted.  The final report contains the suggested comparative information. 
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Response to Comment FOR-8 
 
 The final report clarifies the flood protection and risk offered by the flood control 
alternatives.  The text in the draft report was misleading.  One measure of flood risk, “expected 
annual probability of exceedance,” is the probability of any flood event causing flooding.  For 
example Alternative 3, Seven-Foot Dam Raise/482-Foot Flood Pool Elevation, has an annual 
probability of exceedance of 0.0047 or 1-in-213 chance of flooding in any year.  Another 
measure of risk is the “conditional probability of design non-exceedance,” that is, for a given 
event what is the probability that the levees will hold.  With Alternative 3 in place, there would 
be about a 64 percent chance that the 1-in-200 year event would be contained (not exceed the 
system’s capacity).  Conversely, there is a 36 percent chance that flooding would ensue from this 
event.  Thus, the Corps’ risk analysis expresses the ability of a flood control system to pass a 
given frequency flood as a probability due to uncertainties about the flood control system and the 
size of the flood.  To characterize Alternative 3 as designed to contain the 1-in-200-year flood is 
incorrect. 
 

The American River historic flood record is limited to less than 200 years.  Thus, based 
on historic record there is uncertainty on the magnitude of a flood with a 1-in-200 annual 
frequency, as is the case with any event we do not frequently observe.  That we have no historic 
record of what we determine is a 1-in-200 event does not mean that it will not happen or that we 
should not work to protect ourselves against its occurrence.  A major American River flood 
would truly be catastrophic to the Sacramento region.  This could be reasonably used to justify 
protection against a flood greater than any that have been observed in the last 200 years.  To 
clarify with- and without-project flood risk, the final report provides information on historic 
flows on the American River.  Hydrology based on paleo-flood or geomorphologic data is 
provided for information purposes (not used to establish flow frequency).  Paleo-hydrology is in 
a pioneering phase and is considered inconclusive, with its own uncertainties. 
 

Response to Comment FOR-9 
 

Comment noted.  Folsom Dam operators exercised what they believed to be appropriate 
diligence in responding to the record flood of 1986.  In hindsight, their decision during the early 
stages of the flood to maintain non-damaging releases in the range of 20,000 cfs, even as inflows 
to the reservoir exceeded these outflows, constrained their options in the later stages of the flood 
when the decision was made to increase releases to 130,000 cfs. 
 

Response to Comment FOR-10 
 

Section 566 of WRDA 1999 specifically stated “…LIMITATIONS.  The study of the 
Folsom Dam and Reservoir undertaken under paragraph (1) shall assume that there is to be no 
increase in conservation storage at the Folsom Reservoir…”.  Because of this specific guidance 
in the Congressional authorization, the study is not investigating water supply. 
 

For information and full disclosure purposes, the Final Report includes a discussion on 
opportunities for water storage presented by each alternative.  Potential water supply benefits, 
additional engineering work, and associated costs and impacts are discussed.  The recommended 



CHAPTER 12.0.  COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

 
AMERICAN RIVER WATERSHED, CALIFORNIA FEBRUARY 2002 12-51 
LONG-TERM STUDY 
FINAL SUPPLEMENTAL PLAN FORMULATION REPORT/EIS/EIR 

plan includes Alternative 3, the seven-foot Folsom Dam raise.  This raise is for flood control 
only; if the raise were to include water storage, additional studies, construction and mitigation 
work would be required. 
 
 Please see Response to Comment DWYER-8. 
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12.4.2 PARC – Protect American River Canyons, Timothy S. Woodall (November 5, 2001) 
 

Response to Comment PARC-1 
 

Under Section 12.5, “Special Interests Groups,” the name Protect American Canyons has 
been changed to Protect American River Canyons. 
 

Response to Comment PARC-2 
 

The Corps recognizes the Protect American River Canyons’ (PARC) support for 
Alternative 3. 
 

Response to Comment PARC-3 
 

The Corps recognizes the PARC’s support for the National Environmental Restoration 
Plan. 




